Abstract
(EU citizens) instinctively sense can only be tackled by working together..." However, the Laeken declaration merely posed the question of whether "…we want to adopt a more integrated approach to police and criminal law cooperation" instead of providing concrete guidelines as to how should the Community structure its objectives and priorities.
The Laeken guidelines were complimented by the Convention's Working Group X on "Freedom, Security and Justice" 13 . Article III-270 (2) provides that European framework laws shall establish 'minimum rules' that 'shall take into account the differences between the legal traditions and systems of the Member States.' 17 This, of course, 'shall not prevent 14 Tampere European Council, Presidency Conclusions, (15-16.10.1999) Available at http://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/tam_en.htm (last browsed 27.02.07) The list of offences includes: terrorism; human trafficking; arms trafficking; money laundering; corruption; counterfeiting; computer crime; organised crime. 15 Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe, OJC 310, (December 16 2004) 16 Guild, E., "The EU's Constitutional Future and the European Arrest Warrant", 'Eurowarrant: European Extradition in the 21 st Century', Justice Conference held in London, (July 5 -6, 2003 ). Available at http://www.justice.org.uk/ourwork/eu/index.html (browsed on September 26, 2006) 17 (a) mutual admissibility of eveidence; (b) the rights of individuals in criminal procedure; (c) the rights of victims of crime; (d) any other specific aspects of criminal procedure which the Council has identified in advance by a European decision; for the adoption of such a decision, the Council shall act unanimously after obtaining the consent of the European Parliament.
Member States from maintaining or introducing a higher level of protection for individuals.' Thus, once the EU Constitutional Treaty is ratified and the current 'pillarised' structure is abandoned, the appropriate measures for regulating the old third-pillar issues would be 'European laws' or 'framework laws'. Such legislative instruments -adopted by the Council acting unanimously and only after obtaining the consent of the European Parliament -would lay down the rules and procedures for ensuring that the principle of mutual recognition would operate throughout the Union of all forms of judicial decisions. The minimum rules set out by 'European laws' and 'framework laws' could possibly relate to citizens' rights in criminal procedure; issues of admissibility of evidence and the rights of victims of crimes. However the unanimity requirement for their adoption, limits their potential to gradually construct a 'European code of criminal procedure' in an enlarged Union of 27 Member States "…whilst the EU has the competence to be involved in 9/11 response management areas such as civil protection and security, its involvement is necessarily limited. The involvement is limited first by the principles of 'subsidiarity' and 'proportionality', which restricts the EU in terms of new measures, to those which are best achieved, in whole or in part, Yet, as previously discussed, the possibility of creating a 'model criminal code' with no binding legal force is a thorny process given the requirement of unanimity to adopt European laws or framework laws for regulating the previous third-pillar issues.
ii) The Abolition of the Double Criminality Test
Most significantly, the Framework Decision abolishes the 'double criminality in respect of whom the warrant was issued, was accused in the category 1 territory of the commission of an offence specified in the warrant". In Armas 38 , on the other hand, 
Compatibility with Constitutional Guarantees: One's Own Nationals
The most controversial measure under the system introduced by the European Arrest Warrant is that created by the obligation of a Member State to extradite its own nationals at the request of another Member State, even for offences that are not punishable in the former 65 . The non-surrender of own nationals "has its origins in the sovereign authority of the ruler to control his subjects, the bond of allegiance between 
When giving the notification referred to in Article 18 (2), any
Member State may declare that it will not grant extradition of its nationals or will authorize it only under certain specified conditions. 
Conclusion
The European Arrest Warrant is an important instrument in the fight against organised crime and terrorism. Yet, noticeable obstacles in its application arise due to the obvious differences between the Member States' criminal legal systems in assessing the severity of a crime (drug trafficking 79 , euthanasia / assisted suicide 80 , abortion 81 or even plane-spotting inside a military zone 82 to name but a few). For instance, Belgium has adopted a critical approach over the Commission's exclusion of abortion and euthanasia from the offence of 'murder or Grievous Bodily Harm' in (32) of the listed offences 83 . It seems that European criminal law suffers from a lack of any uniform definition of a crime, followed by a lack of mutually accepted procedural requirements.
The most obvious argument is that if under EU law it is possible for a citizen to be extradited to another Member State for an act committed and considered lawful in her/his own Member State, then national criminal law is stripped of its practical effect of safeguarding the well-being of the nation state against threats from overseas. 
